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ABSTRACT 

Six papers dealing vith crosslinguistic 
generalizations are suBsarized and discussed here. Two of thea vere 
about question structure: ''Language Oniversals and Sociocultnral 
iBplications in Deviant Osage: Personal Questions in Swedish** by C. 
Paulston and **ValXey Zapotec: identical Pule for Both wh Question 
RoYeaent and Relative Clause Constituent Hoveaent" by R. Rosenbaua. 
V. LehBann*s "On a Structural Principle of Language and Its 
laplicatioas** and J. Ross's "Priaacy** dealt with subjects and 
objects. **Reaarks on Possessives** by R. Onderhill concerned 
possessive constructions in Turkish, English and Thai. C. Kessler 
described a study of English-Italian bilingual children in her paper 
"Contrasts in the Acquisition of Syntax in Bilingual Children." 
(Author/PHP) 
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Reptift uu thf iS7l Winter M«?<*tina of the Lmgutsttc Society of America 
(r-jtn the Po mt uf View uf Lanpuage UniveraaU and Typology 

£dith Moravcsik 

Therv were Six papers presented at the 1971 LSA Winter Meeting 
m ^atr.t Luaisi which concerned them:»elves with crosalmguistic gener- 
Ali^uiion*. Two ui them were about question structure, given by 
Chriatma PauUun from the University of Pittsburgh and by Harvey 
Rosenbaum irom the University of Texas, two dealt with subjects and 
uoject*. t>y Winired Lehmann from the University of Texas and by John 
Rosa from Harvard University, one was about possessive constructions, 
by Robert UnderhiU of Harvard University, and one was about language 
acquisitioft, by Carolyn Kessler from St. Mary-of -the -Woods College. 
We will ^ummariae these papers and discuss some of what they claim. 

Cro»shnguisticaUy recurrent properties of question structure that 
were discussed by the Rosenbaum and the Paulston papers are the simi- 
Urity of vvh questions to relative clauses and reference to the hearer 
m <i special type of wh question. The particular resemblance between 
relative ciauses and wh questions discussed in the Rosenbaum paper, 
entitleu Vailcy Zgpotec; identical rule for both wh question movement 
a;;d ri-Ltt .ve clause constituent movement^ is this: in ZAPOTEC, nei- 
ther rciatiw cUuses nor wh questions must contain the so-called 

d«?iinitc luiure tense". In other languages, many other shared pro- 
perties have been observed related not only to verb conjugation but 
also to Word order and the shape of question words, question particles 
and conjunctions. Since the formation of both wh questions and rela- 
tive cUuses involves a movement rule which is unbounded, since both 



To be published in Festschrift for A. A. Hill and Bach-Peters' 
.\SF report on research conducted under NSF Grant 2468, under the 

Constrain ts m Zapotec questions and relative clauses . The present 
summary is based on t.his expanded and revised written version. 
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o! thfSf rulcsi have to mt'ntitm in their sitructur.-il itidirus th»» v«Tb of 
thi* cljtusf into which the constituents uril! be moved, «nd since a change 
of Rofion^ktuit^'s informant's judgement over a period of twt* months 
took pLice concurrently m both of these clause types, he suggests that 
ptTh tps the same rule is operative in the formation of both of these 
-i.-ntence typt'S m ZAPOTEC and»perhap3, in other languagea as well. 

PauUton in her paper entitled Language universale and socLo- 
^■ "■Vl^r^^r"^'P-i«-^tions in deviant usage; personal quegtiona in Swedish 
i'>v. s!u«.tt<'f! nroptTtiea of questions of a certain type in SWKDIS!^. 
Au'inst this background, she focuses on an interesting theoretical 
pr..',!,.m: how lo deal with exceptions to generalisations; in o.irticular, 
t.' ifstvfrsa' '.iws. The summary of the paper is this. Elev«*n ways of 
. x-.r. ss-.r.v: What d«. you vvant'^' in SWEDISH are presented and analysed, 
tr.d t ;s f 'und that only two of these contain reference to the a'ldressee. 
! 'v- »s s.iid to be in c<«nfHct with a language universal. The explanation 
< t th.s 'iov.ant usage is seen in factors related to societal change. 
<\\'-*U-v i*; 1UW in a stage of deveIopmi?nt from a "still highly -stratified 
c "v.'nuriity :n t«'rms of social class and the Social- Democratic ideology 

f 'qu 'litv . According to official policy, of the two available second 
per Sun or«>nominal forms whose use once expressed social unequalities, 
Tvw nnlv 'he more intimate du is to be used. People, however, still 
fff : uneasy about the informality of this address form and rather avoid 
referring t«> the hearer altogether. This way of accounting ft>r the lack 
of -ii.'cov.c! '>er^'>-; forms in this question type is then generali/fd: Paulston 
si:-i;esr<* that "if a language pos'?esscs. . . (a) universal langu.«:4e feature 
hut under specific conditions systematically avoids this feature with 
V ; r a?> so r .ptioris, then this particular language usage contain*? clues 
'hf socio-economic conditions in that social structure.*' 

The* !uv. idity of the argument leaves something to be dorired. It is 
♦V ♦ tc 'ne what is the particular language universal with which 
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th(.' uvuidat.ii! u£ ret'urencc tu th« adclrus»e« in conflict. PauUton 
quutus Huckett'st universal: "Among the deictic elements of every 
human language i» one th«it denutes the speaker and one that denotes 
the uUUresac'u. *'» but the avoidance of you "forms in certain questions 
dueai not conflict with this statement. She also mentions that there 
la uiuvcr;»al tcndi-ncy with respect tu questions which ask about "the 
uddrctiseitS opiniun» want, feeling» or experience" to formally denote 
the adarci»a>ee. To this, the SWEDISH case does appear to provide a 
Counterexample, but the tendency itself would have to be more carefully 
deXmed and its validity documented. But the notion "universal" is not 
really relevant to the suund methodological point Paulston makes. 
What hvr uaU actually show is that deviance from a rule of "grammar- 
book grammar" (whether it happens to be a universal rule or not), or 
change ir^m one norm to diverse usage can be explained in terms of 
aiocietal tactorti. or, mure generally* that observing the lack of mani- 
ie citation of some generalization, one may find the explanation in the 
;nfluencc ui some other law of greater force which tA^kes precedence. 
The application of this general principle in accounting for exceptions 
to universal;* has been recognized and made use of by linguists such 
as Alan Bell (Bell 1970) and Charles Ferguson (Ferguson 1971). 

Xext, we will turn to the two papers which discussed subjects and 
objects. Lehmann's paper entitled On a structural principle of language 
♦tnd Its in^phcations argued for the typological significance of the Object 
over the Subject and Ross's paper entitled Primacy illustrated the gram- 
matical primacy of the Subject as opposed to the Object. 

Lehmann sets out to find an explanation for a correlation between 
a syntactic and a morphological fact which he had observed in the Ian* 
guages of the world. The observation is this: many languages whose 
basic suriace order includes OV are agglutinative whereas consistent 
VO languages are inflectional. The explanation he proposes is the 
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t'»*!'»\v fti». Mt» issiu?ii»« ;i KcntTal prinfijilf which states: '^MMHihrrs 
tr*' j»! ti *»fi the uptntsitf nxdv c»f .1 b.isic syntactic element trtiiTi its 
ftf.n^afv c iticcittitt.tnt. ' If m.irkers uf citeguries such as nefjaf iMn» 

* t : . t!;'uu rt'flfxivi* action are interpreted as tnndifiers io the V'erb* 
th*'» , .4* c«*rd;ni? to this principlep they !\,tve their place assiRner! un the 
s-.fS 1? ♦hf V%*rh when' the Object, the Verb's "prinuiry cuncurn tant is 

• t: ♦ jvirt.cu! ir» iu OV lanuaaijes thi* pri^dictfd pattern is O-V -Marker 
r :?i V(> ' iTiaui4;« s, Marker-V-O* PoRtverbal fnarkers Lehm nn 5*uu- 

f i;;ve r:M' til ai»nlutm.itive murphuloijy and preverha! « f in 

• :^ rtp • • r!t«» fMm*r provide H rich dc^cuiTientatiun ol how neua'im* 
y • . • ? • r.»tle\iVi*y, recipr^Kity, inti^ r roi»;tticinp and moodn s ich as 
*' . . ):t tt.vf, f.^ sidrrativf* and fuitential are aSKlutinatively marked in 
^^V • ..;t!-s ^uch as JAPANKSK, TURKISH, QUKCMUA anr^ SA\KKT1 
^ • • • i VV:^> 1^-! ,n VO lan^uaaoK such as CLASSICAL ^^^CBRKW 
•V ^CJV \V!S!!. Vnphc itxt^ns of the prop<>sal especially with rt-spect to 
V K M M*!:aN irt' fiiscussf'd and additional typoUiqical properties, mostly 
r.* ih^i ot phutiolouy are pointed out of the basic lanpuai.'*' types* 

P' — 4 bv 'hf varuniM queries and problems that arise in the reader^ 
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! .r<'»t^os» o th«»se ts this: why shou!^! preverbiil marking 
" • • * aiul jH>stv<Tbal one m au(;J utinatton ? One would rather 

f * 'rr'n'r to ijive rise to prcfixmp ami the latter, to suffwinj:, 

•.1! f*t : \ t*u>!i and suffivatiuti arc m fact correlated with basu* order 
♦v!)--- - ^ -:^ ;rst«*fi by thrive of GnnmberR's vmiversals (number 3> 4. and 
• Grct'i. jv»rc; I'^^^). According t<* these, i-xcltisively suffixmu !an- 
. •« \rr t^.>sttH>s;*ional .tnd exclusively prt*f;xinj» ones are prt positional ; 
^ r.u* ;jr !H*rtif < prepositional '* anr! * postpositional'* are correlated 
V-iO : t. S<JV orders, respective^. Ati exp-anatii^n to su!l ixmft 
vr^ i< pre- N.. c *s proposed by Given '^^7L Although he inclu<!es in 
'..-^ .T;v** * 4 I much wid.vr iM!u^,e ??^.avkers *'tan Ltrhma^m '!oes 

.'- dit! >r :*yrnarkersp a!sf> agreement-markers and fiortva- 

1. t:t:x»;^ his theory is similar to Lehmann^s in that he, too, 

r - -n »rpho\KjicaI order m terms of prior syntactic order. He 
i'^-.vs, for .p-t BANTU mtidalitv nreflxes and verb^dcr iv.ng 

^ *t .v». ♦ r *^M.n \erhs v/hirh t>r< cede or follow, rf»spective!y • their 

/ I t^li^tnent. \t\ I'xpi.inalit^n of why nreverbal tnark t should 

^. itf v..f!>. .t!*Ii ctio?i ratht*r than pr •l:\aliun itself may l:e the 

^e-e*-4*'v unfaVi»reti and tmstable character o{ prefixes^ Gree?iheru[ has 
ut (1'^-") **Mt prefixes tire c or>inarati vel v infrequee! and they 
: i!!. * .r ♦<> <*»ti:e oth*»r kind <»f niarkitv^ that thi^* t can Ve 
*\p'. I " \ *err^\s '»f $»enera' ^svchi^lo^ica! I«tws. 
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/>tu*iy.i.^ the aubsitantiai atnuuni ut Uatd incluticU in the |>apt:r anil ihv 
suui.y .u< .i> and ^.uggi'altunai pfi'ttiuntt'Ll, lot us rather explore the general 
anpl.wal; ot LehnKinn't» b.iiic claun: that there are only iwu baste 
ty[« ut .ajt^uagea, ihuj*c cliaraclcn-seci by OV and thu&ie charditt.ri^ed 
"»y VO oivii-r. 

H Av vlot a th.i. twu-toid divibion relate to the full range of logically 

It^agk^bU' wrtU r*i4g9 aiitl to the urdurai actually found in languages? Logi- 

V .u.y, tn< r. ar»- o pubbible orders* iur the three ba»ic constituents: 

M)V, OV^, OSV, VSO, and VOS. Crcenberg fuund (1963, 76) that 

4 

> ut thi av are extremely rare. These arc the ones in which the Object 

^receties the 5ubject (comjxire universal no.l m Creenberg 1963). What 

..ne a«. tu.il.y iinds» lur basic declarative orders in the languages of the 

vvorhl ar* wuly these three: VSO, SVOp and SOV. When Lehmann 

claun» that there are only Z typologically significant orders: OV and 

VO, ana .vunph together VSO and SVO» both being VO, as against SOV. 

5 

Apart trom Greunberg's three-fold and Lchmann's two-fold order 
typijlo^ics, there has been one more recent proposal as to how languages 
. : the \A,^-r.U are to bi- divided with respect to prevailing word order. In 
rtlu. XK C.twlcy proposed that there may be only two basic types of 
.ar.^ua^tr ^; V-mitial and V -final, and that the order where the V is 
aer.teju V -;nedial -- i.e. SVO -- is to be derived from the V-initial 
..ruer ;.e. trom VSO (McCawley 1970. Z98). 

How dt.es this proposal differ from Creenberg's and Lehmann's? 
All three ». Ussuications differentiate between SOV languages and the 
rest. McC awley and Lehmann both differ from Greenberg in that they 

4 

Ross. (1970, 84 i) thinks TACALOG may be VOS, ALCONQULAN, 
OVS and ALEUT. OSV. 

Gr<'cr.berg's classification is three-fold in the sense that he starts 
4:ut with tho three prevailing word orders as corresponding to three pos- 
sible type*. There are a number of indications in the paper, however, 
which show that he is aware of the closeness of the VSO and SVO types 
a«i against SOV languages. 

(» 



l innu.tu**s . McCtiwI<*y furthi* pft»tir»» difl<»r» from l^i'hnuinn 
}»i fhtt T.rhitiantt's VO tyfw inctud«»s VSO and SVO .ns two "rrjuar' 
nM f»''MT!», vvhtTt-.t"* McC.^wIi'V .issitfns, thv two, primary tt» VSO 
t»t»' I tUTivod •*?.itu«« tt» SVO. The fu!!.>winK chnrt summari^'.fM this: 

LOGIC A!. POSStmt.lTlKS: VSO SVO SOV VOS OVS OSV 

ACTUALLY OCCURRING BASIC 

(.LA ; \1 IVK SUtU'ACK ORDKnS: VSO SVO SOV 

cr.' :::\BKKG-S classification*: VSO SVO SOV 

\ / 

Vrc AWLKY'S CLA^iSIFICATION: ^SO SOV 

Lt 'A* \\\'S CLASSIFICATION: VO OV 

'! .'A ^.in wf evaluate the thri*e proposed cLtsstficatiuns? I hey have 
.•Mrj?-.tMti.inH that are subiect to testing in two respects. First, they make 
f..::» rt ?/ {>r«-H .ctionn about how particular languages should differ from 
'.r r.- >i-»'»i!f !• u h other in their particular characteristics. Second, they 

• • - . ''lUerer.? deE-rt-cs of importance to the mam constituents uf the 

••. We will now explore* to some extent both kmds of implications 
F.r <t, vve wi!! tvike a look at the actual languages that hide behind 
tinier Libels and see how these classifications stand up it the light 
u 'im! tar^cuage characteristics. In particular, we will consider 
♦■'ir*- ' ♦h.rcs: 1) frequency of tirder typ**** in the languages of th' W'>r'd, 
.\\ ..ffNT alternation withm a language, i) correlation between basic order 

♦ ve ivd other properties of a language. 

As far i<» freouency of order types is concerned, Greenber<» reports 
t^tt -VOtyp*- (e.g. FNGLL^H, FRENCH, FINNISH, or THAI) is the 
.St frequent; the SOV :ype (TURKISH. JAPANESE. BASQUE etc.) is 
ib' ut as rr-.mot^; and the VSO type (ARABIC, HEBREW. /.APOTEC) is 
;: f!-i::.:te minority (1903, 77). 
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tt-rnis* o( thi» uti&tTvatiun, Vi>0 and bVO UngUiigiito arc po2*ir 
wppi«»;ii<» in trt;qucnvy* Thin make^* ona disttatittl'ieci with the L«ihm<inn 
tramcwurk whcrv thu^c twu types cumc out as "equdl" manifcstatiuns 
o( the VO typ«. In McCawlcy'i) I'ramework VSO is basic and SVO derived: 
this perhaps can be taken to curreupund ( iC instability of tK« VSO 
type whu n wuuld then aicuunt t'or its lack of frequency as a basic sur» 
lace ordtT type at* opposed to SVO which it "becomes". 

Two of Creenbcrg'ii generalizations mention order alternations 
wii-tin a i.ir.guage. Universal o states that "all languages with dcnninant 
V^U urci r have SVO as an alternative or as the only alternative basic 
i/rder' . This ubservatiun is again captured by the McCawley framework 
wh.i,h pu»;i» a transiurmation which is constrained so as to convert VSO 
.nto SVO but nut SOV into SVO, or VSO into SOV or SOV into anything. 
In universal 7» Greenberg notes that adverbial modifiers precede the 
Verb ;n languages where the only basic surface order is SOV; or if there 

or.e alternative order only: OSV* This observation does not bear on 
thv relat.^ r.ship between VSO and SVO langtuges, but it can be taken 
i»j a«- t v.i.» r.cf fv*r the significance of the OV order, since it shows that 
.r. w>rt:cT a rt;jjularity une about adverbial ordering her© to 
i.olc: :or .u. OV language, the only alternative order which the language 
;» pcrmiitcU tu have is one which preserves the OV order. On the other 
hanci. It can also be taken as evidence for the significance of the sentence ~ 
unality o; the Verb, since the alternative order that is allowed, OSV, 
aUu preaerve:» the verb-final property of the main order, SOV. In fact, 
It IS mure m support of McCawley's classification: if tho preservation 
of OV urder were crucial, an OVS alternative order should also be 
permissible, whereas the requirement that the Verb should remain 
sentence -tinal m the alternative order uniquely determines OSV. 

Let u» now turn to other characteristics of these languages and see 
which ot' the three classifications are most in line with the similarities 



AVJ\ thftVrfmi's i»h»».rv«»d with rt^^pwt tc. !hr«ii» f.ro|>«.rtM»N. ' Wli.it In 
n-.dly h,..u« ct.iimeU ' In Ortu-nbiTK's* rlaHsiftc.itiun. HKHKhW, AKAHIC. 
and /.\I»trrKC, being VSO lan^iuttfi s, are a aefvirate rlasH truni KNCUSH, 
rRKNCIU FIN'MSH. .nnd THAI, these bein*? SVO languaRes, and br>th 
.r.' ...pir.it.. trum JAPAXKSK, inNDl, and BASQUE, the SOV Rrcmp. 
» ...htT. v.on!.| claim that there. im n». ftit.d.uni.nt.'tl typoltn'ir .! destine - 

""'^^^ " AHAmC - HKIUiKW - ZAiWrx, un the one- hand, and 

i:\GLI.sn . I PF:NCH - FIXNISH - T!TAI, on the other. The in.nHcatiun 
{ ViC.i^^\ y'H vlaun w..uld perhaps be that ENGLISH, FRKNCH. FIN- 

THAI If,. U'SH basic -a type than ARABIC, HKHHMW, md /.APO- 

I ! :c. 

Ih.f.. »r,. ^evr iJ .»bse r\Mtif m?? m the Gr.'enberp, paper w'v. h arc 
r. '. v rt to ..valuatmg these claims. Firs! uf all. he noted thai « cmsider- 
1:4 ♦h.. »r...M.rty of "having prepositions ' and 'h.ivin« ptistpos.t 10ns", 
•tM: ! 1,. ..;„*•:• property ..f the <,rder of the qualifyinR adjective with respect 
t . • • 1. . K o finds t»^i! diffnn.nt SVO lannua^. s do not bch-v.- the 

" -p-H t to thesr two projM»rti«-s, and that, whereas tnost VSO 
ive prepositions and the adjvctivi- fo!^)ws the rcu'u , and 
^OV : ficuiei's h.ive pt»stpositions tnf! thi- ad.iective prect cu-s the 
• .• . SV(i Iftf.Ruacfs ar.- mor<. similar to «he V.^O t'roup ;n th.n more 
■ *••• :' • .vf pr..pt,sitio»:s ..„r! tb.. ad.ievtive f<d!ow;r.K than postpf sitions 
' . pn-c'dinj; (Gr.-..nber»» \<h>i, 77). This refloc t*: a mla- 

;., VSO ai.'l SVO lat^ati.. t-.-* as oppos.-d t.. SOV-s is Snth 

t .- vv and McCawloy claimed; and it als*. argues for SVO languages 
'u'.»>i S«ss •b.Tsic' which is what is McCawley's additional claim. 

Thi- same point: that the major typological difference is between 
VSO and SOV ! mguages, is borne out by a number of Creenberg's 
o 

I.ehmann himself makes some hints at some properties that OV 
ard'^?trh';^^i«.?''^KT:C^*r r'.^^ languages ha^c (e.g. vowel harmony 

e vlr^nH ^PP^*** ^« ''^^ sufficiently ' 

clfar and suff;ciently documenteci. 
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prupu»i'U uiaViTwuU . htfsidfM univerbalai I and 5 whtr;h btdte the above- 
ttientiuia c currclatu>n between VhO order and prepositions and SOV and 
po»lpoail.unii, there are two more oi interest. Universal 16 cprrelateo 
VSO unU r with the inflected auxiliary preceding the Verb and SOV 
uruer with the int'lected auxiliary following the Verb. Universal 12 states 
tnat VSO 1 inguagei* put interrogative markert« and phrases first in wh 
4ue»tiunj». where for SOV language:^ there u no such invariant rule. 

Grei-nuorg m fact state** no typological generalisation which would 
Single wui mVO languages as opposed to the others. The only suggestion 
of this. Kii.u that 1 know of hai> been made by Schwarts (1972; in the pre- 
sent i{»sui'). He claims there are two characteristics waich set apart 
aVO l.injiu.i^f:* irum the other two types: one is that there is no SVO 
language which wuulti at the some time also have a pure ergative system 
whcreas» vrgative languages occur m both of the ot.ier types; and he says 
that SVO languages but not the other two types have a constituent binding 
between the Verb and the Object, i.e. a VP constituent. 

Adoit.onai ev.dencc for the relationship between SVO and VSO 
.ani;uagt 3 and to the batiicness of VSO order is given in McCawley 1970. 
McCawley here ciauns that £NGLISH is "really** a VSO language. He 
preaentb ^cven case» m which a grammatical account oi ENGLISH could 
be miprwved if rules would work on a VSO rather than SVO order. These 
rules arc: the passive transformation, the re - insertion, subject raising, 
negative- raising, predicate-raising, the mechanism to account for the 
fact that when unly and even apply to the whole sentence, they imtne- 
dately precede the verb, and the mechanism that accounts for the fact 
that in C.NGUSH conjunctions go with the constituent that they immediately 
precede. .VIore arguments in favor of the same point arc said to be given 
by M. Muraki (in his Ph.D. thesis written at the University of Texas 
m 1970 and entitled Presuppositions, pseudoclefting, and thematization; 
referred to in Bach 1971). One more reason why ENGLISH and 
perhaps also some other SVO languages should be looked upon as 
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V^O ; t?mi4ai{fH I?* mvon by Barh tn hisi riTfut p^ifH r <»n qufslMinH (Bath 
'*^7I ). Tht* argiutHMit in thi«# 11 ihv muvfnit«nt uf thr queHttun word \n 
thi' tMriti.iiioM iif vv!i qpfsttoriHi haf>fH.MtB by atlracliun tn tht^ t^uvfrnirR 
v rb. ihvv SV'O ! in^ua^os such KNCUSH uno woulti cxjhm t the rulv 
♦t» Mt>cralf \v!u»?! thr fttOifchivfl question is .tn sibiiTt chiusc v^^. I asked 
. J!>' rf' hiywas wo rkings but niit y.hvn it is it suWcl clause: a^sttsid uf 
Wnrri hi ' WtiH vvurkiug was ubvnouSt we wuulfl ex^^ct '^Hit was vvt>rkin|i 

w i S I 'iViMus, t vHince in this case therv is nu i$civern;ng ViTb in the 
vi» thi' sfnttMK c tu attract the wh \vurd» Since this prvdictiun 
' *M»rr.i' oal! vvh tnuvcntent dties take place in both types clauses^ 
t,,. Mtat SVC) lan^uaRcs should hv looked up<m as VSO ?M»Jia;uaReSt 

r« «*r s» r>rov'if!r a si^ntonce^initia! Verb towards \\hich the \vh word 

''^ •^virn: ?iioHt hut not all t^f the facts cited by variuuh lini4ui*«ts ap|>erir 

♦ - ♦hat t!ie typological distance between SOV and VSO or SVO Ian* 

; ^ •i''a*'r than betweet. VSO .*nd SVO languages; and that of the 

• . » V*.U - !*^.»re honioni'ticous atul it desc riptivelyt if not historicallyt 

:.-\i-s ^VO ordrf* 

:^« sif;e!5 the predictions that we fan derive from the three typoloi^ics 
\. t: ^pt ct ti ^itn ilar ilies and lUfferc-nces am<v>R the langua^M-^j of the 
r%:, ' uTf are *ls<> other testable implications of these cla*5s J ications 
N.^f •>r.irtfrl uut before; in particular, with respict to the >»r,ittotiatical 
^ t*/ V is' t i^nstituents* Cree?iberR doesnH indicate expHrttly that 

: ^ »•> fcts and verbs would have different degrees of sip* *ficanr e 
' vM /.t.i^ic 1 st*it**inents* McCawley^ on the other hand» implies that 
♦ ^ ♦ V* Vi'T'y :n t^ <pr<lf'r Xu the sentence boundary which is sitir- ficant • 
' t Hrtiar^r. s OV - VO typology 18 based on two contentions* First, Lchmann 
';«»Mr.voN thf* Subject of its Ian j^uage ^typological significance* He states 
<• p!.i ;t'y! • ••subjects are by no mcan« primary elements m sentences. 
!?.clur;r- t^icm amonR the primary elements as in an attempt to classify 
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.^VO .uui V.sO *.ii*j;ua^i .» a¥ inajur typ4.*2» 4n ihu :^«uiic way VO and 
OV l«in^ua^;c»» ha» been a d^uurcc ut truuble lor typuiugical analysis*. 
« « • Ty^uiii^iwul iituiiu*M# * « Uiuiitrcite* » # /c/ that the 5 in SVO furmuUe 
;&i tar mgniiiCiini than ar<! the categories represented by V and 0» " 
.ScM^und^ sv::vn he talks about the Object as a ''primary concomitant^* of 
ll«e Verb, luu^t a»suine a predicate constituents Let us now take a 
br^ci tt fact^ which bear uii these* claims: un the relative signi£i» 

wan^e Object uver the Subject and the existence of a *'VP notes'** 

Ku;»r>' paper given at the Meeting entitled Primacy » boars on the 
:;r»t i^uis.t aTiU provides evidence in the opposite direction* Ross m his 
IKk'tict c;U-ua wiwlc array uf grammatical rules all showing that if a 
rule .i,;)p;;< » io ki'ujcct:^, it al>o applies to subjects; and if a rule is con- 
i;;t;ut.cu, U'Nxcaiiy, ur :itructuraUy» for subjects, it must bt; conditioned 
lur wbjucta a« well* 

Or. thi' uthcT hand, there are at least two points to make in favor of 
the gramn.itical "primacy" oi the Object over the Subject. One is pro- 
v;ucu i»y .... observation of Lehmann's. In VO languages, nominal modi- 
i.ora ouv . relative ciiau»et>, adjectives, and genitival expressions 
lullow r.»iUM», m OV languages they precede them. This ordering 
rfj;u;ar.i> v .in be explained by the same "principle of the opposite side" 
whi^^h w.a> ua-co to explain the ordering of verbal modifiers. Since the 
primary ci.cumitant of the Ol ject is the Verb, we predict NominalModifiei 
O-V oriiiT in OV languages and V-O-NominalModifier in VO languages. 
Th*s argwneiit, however, stands or falls with the assumption that nominal 
modifier^ are primarily modifiers of Objects. If we try to apply the 
principle to the Subject, we still get the right order for SOV languages: 
Nom;nalMudifier-S-0-V (the "primary concomitant" of the Subject being 
the OV Complex), but for SVO languages we would predict the wrong order 
NominalMudifier-S-V-O; the right order S-NominalModifier-V-O is 
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Unlike the other papers surveyed here, I have no written version 

of Robii' talk. 



countor t«. the ' prmciplo uf the oppysite side". Finally, in VSO lanRuage 
in urdor to nretiict the desired order V-S-Nomina! Modifier-O. we woutd 
have to arbitrarily assume that the primary conco.-^itant of the Subject 
the Vorh rather than the Object. All this shows that the explanation 
of tv,,. typ.»losty of the orderinR of nominal modifiers with respect to the 
hv ic» requires the mention of the Object but not of the Subject. 

S»-cun<!. we may allude to the area of definiteness. There seem to 
•>.• rTtnnv rc ijularities hero which pt»rtain to the Object but not to the 
s.:-,.,.c«. Two of these I know of as being well-attested in a number of 
tar.qu.irtes. First, in languages such as HUNGARIAN, AMHARIC, SWA- 
H::.:. AKK.\I:)IAN, and FIJIAN, the inflection of the main Verb varies 
< --H.r.r:::,£. , .n whether the Object is definite or indefinite. Second, in 
-^. rv... l.inauaqes the marking of the Object itself varies depending on 
v'..-!->« r the Obiect is definite or indefinite, such as in TURKISH, HE- 

i^nr:\v. p^^rsian, and Macedonian. 

T'H- .'ther grammatical implication of Le>»mann*8 claim is that there 
)o .t predicate constituent, which then deterraines that the primary 
« nr. -'i-.mt of ♦he Verb is the Object. Assuming that the primary con- 
r r-i.t mt .s more closely bound to the Verb than the non-primary one 
tls . s;:veH sense to the "principle of the opposite side"; modifiers are 
- t!'.' .^nposito side from the primary concomitant, presumably in order 
rot disrupt that close binding. Lehmann implies that there is a "node" 
over both OV and VOj i.e. he assumes a predicate constituent to be a 
ur.iVfrs.il Mr.,.. Th.'re is at least one other theory in which the univer- 
<.\litv .'f rhe T>redicate constituent on some derivational level is ass'4med: 
the S tr.;*.rs-Ta: •mminiinte dominance* pr-.nciple. Recently Schwart?". 

: n th.s i^sne) has taken up ar. investigation of the extent of the VP 
rode in language types and he concludes that SVO languages have it only. 
I- HVGUSH itself, there appears to be little evidence for the assumption 
"1 a VP node on a non-superficial leve. Instances where the V«.rb and 



thc Object tuma a unit in tha operation o£ a rule such as in predicate 
dvltftioa ur ao -pronummahaation (compare Jacobs and kosenbaum 19t>6, 
i7. 41, anu McCawlcy 1970, 29fi) --do not necessiUte the assumption o£ 
a separati: predicate node in the deep structure: the constituency required 
by thiJi»c rules naturally yields itself U Sentence in the deep structure is 
dommuttru oy another S node, with Tense being its sister constituent. 
It Subject Rai;»ing then subsequently applies. Verb and Object will end 
up as suk* constituents of an S node (X^off and Ross 1968, McCawley 
1970, 29h). In sum, we may conclude that both claims that are implicit 
m Lehmann's classification — cuiiCeming the primacy of the Object and 
the universality of VP are controversial issues and are in need of 
further research. 

In cui-4»idering how basic the subject-object distinctimi is in language, 
pertinent data from language acquisition are of importance as well. 
Carolyn Kessler's paper Contrasts in the acquisition of syntax in bilingual 
children presented at the Meeting shows that the distinction between 
Subject and Indirect Object and the distinction between Direct and Indirect 
Object an* the earliest-learnt ones, at least in the case of ENGLISH- 
ITALIAN bihngual children. This^however, is not the main finding of 
the paper. The study is based on comprehension data from twelve 
bihngual children m the Italo-American commxinity of South Philadelphia, 
age V to a. Kcssler investigated how 16 types of "surface structure'* 
m ITALIAN and in £:NGUSH were learned by these children in both 
languages. She finds that atructures that are similar in the two languages 

such a» the differentiation between for and to, or the differentiation 
between direct and indirect object or between subject and indirect object — 

The full report of the research presented in the paper is given in 
The acquisition of Syntax in bilingual children, Washington, D.C. 
Georgetown University Press, 1972. 



ivv icqutrec! .it approximately the sump ratf^ and \n the same sf^qaenre 

m th«» twci luni^uageB, whereas structures that are acquired at varyinj? 
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rates .ire different in the two languages. Examples of the latter type 
uf t onstrurtions would be pronominali nation uf the fibject whic h is mure 
con^plt^x m ITALIAN since it involves a change in word cirder as well, 
or ret VxiVi/ation which appears simpler in ITALIAN, since himself^ ^ 
he r self ^Itself there is one form si^ corresponding. ^She then genera^i^es 
♦r<m^ her t>bse rvations by suggesting ''that there may be a genera! law- 
!:ke* re!at!«*n between two factors: the sequence and rate of acquisition 
u! linguistic structures in two langu;lge$ learned by the same person 
aT:<! the degree of their similarity m those languages: from one of these 
nffM ct.f>n!< could be made to the other. In accounting for the s>equencing 
.f* !.fii»u^i»e-snec .fic structures, she resorts to the idea of linguistic 
ciirr^plexity. 

P.ohert Underbill in his paper entitled Remarks on possessiyes 
notes that m many languaues there is a formal similarity between 
r^rrlm.iry possessive constructions and gerundive nominalir.atioTi$. This 
• s the case, for mstance, in MAORI, THAL TURKISH, and ENGLISH; 
compare y^^hn s hat with Jolui's coming . He suggests a formal account 
tu expl.itfi this smulanty by positing a nominali/.ation rule which creates 
i cieriv^ d structure identical with that of ordinary possessives* A sub- 
m'<^ac*:t iH-»sses9ive*nvirking transformation then inserts a formal marker 
for* noHse<%s .ve constructions. In the course of a detailed discussion 
concerning TURKISH, ENOLISH and THAI, he makes an observation 
whicV he thinks rr^ay be universally valid: that a possessed noun may 
have ''^nly one possessor. 

Thi« *s not a longitudinal study, she takes the number of errors 
made in a one-time comprehension test to be indicative of the rate and 
sequence of acquisition of a particular construction. 

For linguistic complexity as an explanatory principle m language 
acn ii«,*ion. see Ferguson 19t-4 and Brown and Hanlon 1970. 
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